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More than a century ago, populist and progressive reformers began a decades long fight to implement initiative and referendum in the United States.
The initiative process, reformers believed, would enable organized citizens to circumvent entrenched legislatures and recapture democracy by writing
their own laws without the intercession of elected officials. Direct democracy’s pioneers believed that wealthy interests, particularly corporations,
exerted an undue influence over state legislative campaigns effectively drowning out the voices and interests of ordinary voters. Over the years,
ballot initiatives have often accurately reflected the most pressing popular concerns in their jurisdictions, and their use has been a barometer of
popular discontent with state legislatures. 

Introduction
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Rebuffed by strict, new limits on their ability to buy influence through the

national political party apparatus, former federal soft money donors will likely seek new 

less regulated paths to influence public policy, including ballot measures.



Today, direct democracy’s pioneers might not recognize the process they
created. The costs of modern political campaigning, including paid
media, mass mailings, and polling, coupled with increasingly stringent
initiative qualification standards have largely limited direct democracy to
the most well organized and well-heeled special interests. Wealthy
individuals and institutions routinely spend millions each election cycle
trying to alter public policy via ballot initiative. In 1998 alone, ballot
committees spent $400 million supporting or opposing ballot measures.
By comparison, the national Republican and Democratic parties raised
only $193 million in “soft money.” In a 2000 pilot project conducted by
the Ballot Initiative Strategy Center Foundation (BISC Foundation)
tracking initiative donors in seven states, ballot committees raised over
$109 million. Over 57% of the contributions were raised in quantities of
$50,000 or more. 

While the passage of federal campaign finance legislation that places
strict limits on soft money contributions and the Enron scandal helps
shed light on the problem of money in candidate campaigns, little
attention is paid to the millions of largely unregulated dollars spent on
ballot initiatives each year. And the problem may soon grow worse.
Since the courts have struck down laws that limit contributions to ballot
campaigns wealthy donors can use initiatives to regain a foothold in the
influence-buying market.1 As former Washington State Supreme Court
Justice Phil Talmadge recently noted, “in the 1990’s…special interests
decided it was a lot cheaper to buy initiatives than buy legislators.” 

With the courts effectively standing in the way of initiative contribution
limits, mandatory electronic filing and better disclosure laws can help
voters make more informed decisions about the critical issues they face
in the polling booth each election. 

Why Disclose Initiative Donor Data?

Disclosing initiative donor data is important because voters gain insight
into the economic and special interests at stake in a ballot question.
Understanding these interests is particularly important in ballot
campaigns because the considerations voters weigh when casting a
ballot measure vote differ from the factors that influence their decision
in candidate races. Since initiative campaigns are nonpartisan, voters
lack the political party cues that help them choose between candidates.
Moreover, there is generally no candidate associated with an initiative

campaign; voters must examine initiative proposals absent this human
link. Ballot titles are often misleading and voters may be unsure about
an initiative’s effect on public policy. Finally, many ballot measure
campaigns often receive less media coverage than candidate races and
there are fewer initiative campaign debates. Given these unique
challenges, voters depend more heavily on organizational endorsements
and an awareness of the chief funders of a ballot measure effort when
casting their vote.

Quality OnLine Disclosure is Critical

BISC Foundation focused principally on evaluating online ballot measure
donor disclosure practices in the 24 ballot measure states and the
District of Columbia. State agencies charged with disclosing initiative
donor data often make initiative campaign finance information available
on paper in their office, or in electronic form on the Internet. Since the
average voter has neither the time, nor the expertise to travel to their
state capital to examine hundreds of pages of campaign filing reports,
voters, reporters, and opinion leaders are increasingly relying on the
Internet for campaign donor information. Though many voters do not
have access to the Internet, most do obtain information about ballot
measures from television and newspaper articles, organizations and
leaders they trust, and family and friends. Since reporters and voter
education groups generally obtain ballot measure donor data from the
Internet, online disclosure is the most efficient and cost-effective way to
reach as many voters as possible. 

Unfortunately, the evidence compiled in this report clearly demonstrates
that most initiative states’ donor disclosure practices are woefully
inadequate and fail to provide citizens with the initiative funding
information they need in order to cast informed votes on Election Day.
Campaign finance reformers must begin to focus greater attention on
improving ballot measure disclosure. 
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1 For a detailed listing of ballot initiative campaign finance reform case law, visit the Initiative & Referendum Institute’s Legal Cases page on their website at:  www.iandrinstitute.org.  



BISC Foundation’s research is the first comprehensive effort to document online initiative donor disclosure practices in the 24 states with the ballot
measure process. We believe that BISC Foundation’s findings serve several purposes:

Campaign Finance Reform Advocates can use the state-by-state analysis and model guidelines as a blueprint for reform in their state. 

Journalists can use BISC Foundation’s research to evaluate existing and proposed initiative campaign finance disclosure regulations more critically
and better understand the effects of federal campaign finance reform on ballot measure financing.

Researchers and Academics will have less difficulty obtaining and analyzing raw initiative donor information if policy recommendations in this report
are adopted.

State Disclosure Agencies can use our state-by-state analysis and our model guidelines to learn about effective disclosure practices in other states
and avoid disclosure pitfalls as they improve their own disclosure programs.

Voters will benefit from a better understanding of disclosure laws and, if policy recommendations in this report are adopted, gain greater access to
initiative donor data prior to Election Day.

How to Use this Report
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Three guiding principles informed the evaluation of online disclosure programs and provided a foundation for the creation of the survey criteria. In
order to best serve voters, states should adopt disclosure policies that:

• Guarantee timely disclosure
• Provide donor data in a clear and easily accessible format
• Clearly link ballot measure committees to their related ballot initiative(s)

The survey was designed to assess the ability of state disclosure agencies to adequately disclose ballot measure donor data through their websites
(typically accessed from the state’s secretary of state web page). The criteria developed from the above principles relate to specific features of
disclosure websites and to the requirements that govern disclosure programs. The criteria are divided into the following general categories:

• Filing Requirements
• Data Quality
• Voter Access
• Data Format

All states were evaluated using the same criteria and standards. Although disclosure sites were evaluated early in the election cycle, BISC
Foundation paid particular attention to how disclosure sites would perform throughout the year, particularly in the weeks leading up to Election Day.

Survey data was gathered from February through May 2002. Online disclosure practices were evaluated based on extensive phone interviews with
disclosure agency staff, evaluation of the statutes governing donor disclosure, thorough investigation and “test driving” of state disclosure websites,
and additional, web-based research. 

Ballot initiative and donor disclosure terminology varies from state to state and can be confusing. For a complete list of technical terms used
throughout this report, please refer to the Glossary of Terms in Appendix B. 

Methodology

measureBallot
disclosure
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While a handful of states provide excellent initiative donor disclosure resources, a series of flaws, enumerated below, critically weaken complete,
transparent initiative campaign finance disclosure in the 24 initiative states. Not surprisingly, many states share the same difficulties. Initiative donor
disclosure databases are often difficult to navigate. There is often no clear link between ballot committees and the initiatives to which they are
related. Donor data is often poorly organized, labeled, or not made available in a timely fashion. These and other disclosure problems hinder voters’
ability to evaluate a ballot measure’s financial supporters.

Recurring Initiative Disclosure Weaknesses: 

Disparities between candidate and ballot committee disclosure practices. Disclosure agencies often place a higher priority on keying and posting
candidate donor and lobbying data. Ballot committee names are often more misleading than candidate committee names, yet states seldom clarify for
voters which initiatives ballot committees support or oppose. This disclosure problem, unique to ballot initiatives, is made worse when disclosure
sites are not well organized and lack adequate search options and summary data. States also fail to compensate for structural differences between
candidate and initiative campaigns. For example, many states fail to capture contributions made during the critical signature-gathering phase of an
initiative campaign. States could vastly improve initiative donor disclosure by closing the gap between candidate and ballot measure disclosure.

Limited mandatory electronic filing. The benefits of electronic filing include more timely reporting, accurate disclosure for the public, less work for
disclosure agency staff, and lower long-term costs for states. So many of the disclosure problems highlighted in this report would be ameliorated, if
not eliminated, if states adopted mandatory electronic filing. Four of the six states with mandatory electronic filing rank in the top four in BISC
Foundation’s survey. Optional electronic filing programs result in low participation, strained disclosure staff, and slow, potentially inaccurate data
entry. States should implement optional electronic filing programs as an interim step toward mandatory electronic filing. 

A lack of legislative leadership in improving initiative donor disclosure. Initiative campaign finance observers might assume that disclosure
agencies are chiefly to blame for inadequate initiative donor disclosure practices. BISC Foundation found, however, that disclosure practices fall short
largely because the laws that regulate disclosure are inadequate and because disclosure agencies are chronically under funded and under staffed. In
fact, BISC Foundation identified a strong correlation between a disclosure agency’s resources and its ability to effectively disclose initiative donor
data. Washington, California, Massachusetts, and Illinois, the top four states in BISC Foundation’s survey, have the most disclosure agency staff

KEY FINDINGS: HOW DONOR DISCLOSURE PRACTICES FALL SHORT
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“The legislature never gives us the money to actually post donor data. 

We have to use creative budgeting to get the work done.” 

- Disclosure agency staff member



members. Legislatures, not state disclosure agencies, are chiefly
responsible for drafting comprehensive disclosure laws. Though most
disclosure agencies could make a handful of free or low-cost
improvements to their disclosure programs, they generally do the best
they can with limited resources and staff. 

The experience in New Jersey is informative. Although not an initiative
state, New Jersey’s disclosure agency—New Jersey Election Law
Enforcement Commission—has pioneered the way among the states in
developing a complete and accessible electronic disclosure system of all
campaign financial activity, including legislatively-referred ballot
measures. The agency has done so on its own initiative, without any
explicit statutory requirement. New Jersey’s system of complete
financial disclosure has almost become too good, as indicated by the
legislature’s cutting back on appropriations to the disclosure agency. 
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Suppose you are a voter trying to use your
state’s disclosure website to find out about a
given ballot measure. Regardless of the state
you live in, you are likely to experience some of

the following scenarios:

* You may not be able to find the disclosure database or
search options because of poorly worded or vague links.
Ballot committees or initiatives may not be referenced at all
on the disclosure website.

* You may not be able to determine which committees are
involved in ballot campaigns, or which ballot measures a
ballot committee supports or opposes.

* You may have to search the files of every political
committee listed online—searching by committee names you
are unfamiliar with—to be sure you’ve viewed all possible
sources of ballot measure funding.

* You may have to spend several hours clicking and searching
through empty files or poorly organized lists to find out
which committees and donors are spending the most money,
or to identify out-of-state ballot measure donors.

* If you want to find out how much money is being spent on
ballot measures, you may have to tally the figures of all the
committee reports manually.

* You may not be able to view complete donor data for months
at a time, not until election week, and possibly not until
after Election Day.

* The donor data you find may not be complete or accurate,
with major loopholes allowing groups to avoid filing proper
disclosure statements.
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HIGHLIGHTS

• States with mandatory electronic filing programs: AZ,
CA, IL, MA, OH, WA

• States with voluntary programs: AK, CO, FL, ME, MI,
MO, ND, OR, UT

• States with strong filing requirements: CO, FL, OR,
WA 

• States that provide voters with key summary data
prior to the election: D.C.

• States that provide a search option to link ballot
committees to their respective issues: CA, WA

Grade Scale
State disclosure programs are graded according to

their overall scores in the survey.

The grades are outlined as follows:

A 90-100 (CA, WA)

B 80-89 (IL, MA)

C 70-79 (AK, AZ, FL, ID)

D 60-69 (CO, ND) 

F Below 60 (DC, ME, MI, MS, MO, NE, NV, 

OH, OR, SD, UT)

I Incomplete, ballot initative donor data not

disclosed online (AR, MT, OK, WY)

A
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F
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ID

F
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CA
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UT D
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Filing Filing  Donor Complete Historical Summary Timely Raw Data Database Ballot Search Committee Database EC-Out Of EC-Third EC- Late Raw Score: %Score Extra % + EC = Ranking Grade
Method Schedule Data Donor Donor Figures Disclosure Easy To Committee/ Criteria Types Design State Party Contributions Points/39 Credit Final Score

Posted Data Data Locate Initiative Separated Contributions Expenditures Disclosed 
Online Link Disclosed Disclosed

WA 3 3 3 3 2 1 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 Y(3) Y(3) Y(3) 35 90 9 99 1 A

CA 3 1 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 N Y(3) Y(3) 35 90 6 96 2 A

MA 3 1 3 3 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 2 Y(3) N N 31 79 3 82 3 B

IL 3 1 3 2 2 1 3 2 3 0 2 3 3 Y(3) Y(3) Y(3) 28 72 9 81 4 B

ID 1 2 3 2 2 1 3 3 3 0 2 3 3 N N Y(3) 28 72 3 75 5 C

AZ 3 2 3 2 3 0 3 2 3 0 1 3 2 N Y(3) Y(3) 27 69 6 75 6 C

FL 2 3 1 3 2 1 1 3 2 2 3 2 2 Y(3) N N 27 69 3 72 7 C

AK 2 1 1 3 3 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 1 N Y(3) N 27 69 3 70 8 C

ND 2 0 3 2 2 0 2 2 3 1 1 3 3 N N Y(3) 24 62 3 65 9 D

CO 2 3 3 2 2 0 3 1 2 1 2 1 1 N N Y(3) 23 59 3 62 10 D

MO 2 2 3 2 1 1 3 1 2 1 1 1 1 N N Y(3) 21 54 3 57 11 F

SD 1 0 3 3 1 1 3 0 3 0 1 3 0 N Y(3) Y(3) 19 49 6 55 12 F

MI 2 0 3 2 1 0 3 1 3 0 1 1 1 N Y(3) Y(3) 18 46 6 52 13 F

OH 3 0 3 2 1 0 3 3 2 0 0 0 1 Y(3) N N 18 46 3 49 14 F

NE 1 2 3 2 1 0 2 1 2 1 0 0 1 N Y(3) Y(3) 16 41 6 47 15 F

DC 1 1 3 1 0 3 3 0 3 0 0 1 0 N N N 16 41 0 41 16 F

MS 1 2 3 2 1 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 N Y(3) N 14 36 3 39 17 F

NV 1 0 1 2 1 0 2 0 3 0 1 1 0 N Y(3) N 12 31 3 34 18 F

UT 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 1 3 2 N N N 13 33 0 33 19 F

ME 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 3 N N Y(3) 10 26 3 29 20 F

OR 2 3 0 0 1 1 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 N N N 11 28 0 28 21 F

For a comlete explanation of ranking criteria refer to Appendix A on page 32.

Detailed State Scores



BISC Foundation’s critique highlights our chief concerns with the state of initiative donor disclosure practices. The analysis is divided into four topics:
filing requirements, data quality, voter access, and data format.

Filing Requirements

Electronic Filing: Committee reports are submitted either on paper (typed or handwritten), or electronically. Paper filings are either scanned or
manually entered into a database by disclosure agency staff. Scanned reports tend to be less flexible from a researcher’s point of view because data
cannot be searched or sorted. Accessing scanned files can be slow and cumbersome, and the handwritten data is sometimes illegible. On the other
hand, paper reports that are manually keyed by disclosure agency staff may contain more errors than scanned or electronically filed reports and tend
to drain disclosure agency staff resources. 

Although optional electronic filing is a step in the right direction, most committees tend not to participate in voluntary electronic filing programs. A
survey of electronic reporting systems across the nation found that all state voluntary reporting systems have fewer than a third of all committees
filing electronically; a quarter of these optional systems have a median of one percent of their committees filing electronically2. Low electronic filing
participation rates force disclosure agency staff to enter data manually, a particularly labor intensive activity. In addition, disclosure agencies that
display some data in a database and other data on scanned forms force voters to search for data in two places. A handful of states with optional or
partial electronic filing programs hope to change to a mandatory system in the coming years.

Mandatory electronic filing is not necessarily a prerequisite for good disclosure, but its benefits include more timely, accurate disclosure for the
public, less work for disclosure agency staff, and lower long-term costs for states. Mandatory electronic reporting also makes it easier for states to
require 24-hour reporting by committees in the last two weeks of the campaign. 

DETAILED FINDINGS
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“The key to the whole thing is mandatory [electronic filing].” 
— Disclosure agency staff member 

2 For more information on the benefits and costs of electronic filing programs, see The Brennan Center for Justice’s excellent report Access Delayed Is Access Denied: Electronic

Reporting of Campaign Finance Activity written by Craig Holman and Robert Stern.



Ballot Committee Filing Deadlines: Filing schedules vary widely from
state to state. The best states require regular committee reporting
(Colorado, Florida, Oregon, Washington) while the worst states leave
voters guessing who’s funding ballot measures until late October
(Michigan, Nevada, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota). Gaps in the
filing schedule, particularly near the election, substantially limit full and
accurate disclosure. Filing deadlines in the spring and summer months
are also important for tracking activity during the crucial signature
gathering period of ballot campaigns (discussed below). 

Signature Gathering Phase Disclosure: A significant amount of money
is typically raised and spent during the signature-gathering phase of an
initiative campaign. Voters deserve to know who is bankrolling this
critical period of a ballot measure campaign, yet many states do not
disclose signature gathering phase contributions until much later in the
cycle. South Dakota does not disclose signature gathering phase
contributions at all. Alaska allows committees to disband and reform to
avoid reporting signature gathering phase contributions. 

Furthermore, ballot committees cannot report the number of the
initiative they are supporting or opposing until their initiative qualifies
and the state assigns such a number. As a result, even when states
require reporting during the signature-gathering phase, the relationship
between ballot committee names and initiative designations is unclear.

Third Party Ballot Campaign Expenditures: Rather than directly
contributing to a ballot committee, some institutional and individual
donors may choose to make a third party or “independent expenditure”
on behalf of a ballot measure campaign. States define independent
expenditures differently but generally define expenditures to be
independent if they are not made in cooperation, consultation, or
concert with, or at the request, suggestion, or prior consent of a
candidate or committee. Though most states do not report a large
amount of independent expenditures around ballot measure campaigns,
the popularity of this seldom used electoral tool could increase in the
wake of the federal campaign finance reform legislation as former
federal soft money donors, seeking new paths to influence policy, dump
millions into ballot campaigns around the country. Washington State
reported over $1 million in third party expenditures on ballot measures
in 2000.

In states where interest groups use third party expenditures to influence
ballot measure outcomes, several disclosure problems exist. Florida,
Massachusetts, Missouri, and Oregon do not disclose third party
expenditures on line while other states post these reports in a different
section on their websites. In Idaho, third party expenditure reports are
not filed until five days prior to the election. 

Organizations and individuals may also begin to use “527” groups, so
named by the IRS code under which they are regulated, to influence
ballot measure outcomes since these federal political entities fall
outside the jurisdiction of state disclosure laws, and because the “527”
contribution disclosure feature on the IRS website is very weak.

“501 (c)” Organization Disclosure Loopholes: Some ballot initiative
proponents receive contributions from 501 (c)3 and 4 organizations (so
named by the section of the federal tax code under which they are
organized). Though contributions to 501 (c)3 and 4 groups over $5,000
must generally be reported to the Internal Revenue Service, that
contributor information is, under most circumstances, not made
available to the public. Ballot initiative funders who wish to remain
anonymous can pass their donations through 501 (c) groups that
contribute to ballot committees. For example, affirmative action
opponent Ward Connerly received nearly $1 million in contributions from
his 501 (c) organization, the American Civil Rights Coalition, for his
“racial privacy” ballot proposition in California. Reconciling the tension
between a nonprofit’s interest in protecting the privacy of its donors and
the public’s need for complete disclosure will be difficult to resolve.
Thus far, the courts have sided with the privacy concerns raised by
nonprofits. 

Individual Donors from Out-of-State Groups: Voters deserve to know
when out-of-state interests are involved in ballot campaigns, but tracking
out-of-state contributions made to ballot measures can be difficult. This
is largely due to states’ unwillingness to require out-of-state donors to
comply with in-state reporting requirements, and to website formats that
do not allow voters to search by out-of-state committee data. Only five
state disclosure sites (Florida, Illinois, Massachusetts, Ohio, and
Washington) allow voters to search for out-of-state ballot contributors
(California offers a sorting option within individual committee listings). 
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Some states require that out-of-state committees adhere to the same filing standards as in state committees,
whereas Maine and Utah require that out-of-state committees file by the committees’ home state guidelines. Oregon

only requires out-of-state committees to disclose individual donors if they spend more than two-third of their total
funds in Oregon. There are several states that do not require out-of-state committees to disclose individual donor

information at all. 

Late Filing Penalties: Late filing penalties range from mild to severe and not surprisingly, there is a loose correlation
between late filing penalties and committee compliance with filing schedules. North Dakota, for example, imposes no
penalties and is still waiting for committees to file their 2001 year end reports, while next door in South Dakota, where
filing late is a Class 2 Misdemeanor, committees file on time. Election officials generally do not seem to regard this as
much of a problem, but if a committee wanted to conceal its financial information until after the election, in most states it
would constitute a relatively minor investment.

Reporting Form Weaknesses: In order to allow voters to search by initiative number in a donor database, state disclosure
agencies must require that committees clearly indicate the ballot measure they support or oppose on their official reporting
form. Some states do not require committees to specify their purpose on reporting forms and, as a result, will have a harder
time should they choose to link committees to particular ballot measures in the future. 

Massachusetts approaches this problem differently by requiring that committee names reflect the policy that they are
working for or against (Citizens for More School Funding, for example). This approach also answers the concerns of many who
believe that committee names are misleading. Some corporate lobby groups like the Pharmaceutical Research and
Manufacturers of America (PhRMA) create committees with names like “The Consumer Alliance” that are clearly designed to
intentionally mislead voters by cloaking the committee’s chief financial sponsors. Voters in Florida, for example, may be
surprised to discover that the “Committee for Responsible Solutions” has one donor: the tobacco giant Philip Morris.

12
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Data Quality

Donor Information Requirements: Most states require that any committee (often defined as two or more individuals) that raises or spends money
for or against an initiative register as a ballot committee and file regular reports with their state’s disclosure agency. Ballot committees are generally
required by law to report certain kinds of information about their donors, and these requirements vary from state to state. Most states require that
committees report the name, contribution amount, and address of their donors. However many states (in contrast to the Federal Election
Commission), fail to require two pieces of critical information: occupation and employer. Employment information allows researchers to track the
economic interest of every contributor, whether a business, PAC or individual, so that the public can assess the political leverage that money from
those interests exerts on policy decisions. Employment information also helps researchers identify “bundling,” the process by which employees from
one corporation band together to raise money for a ballot measure. While completely legal, employee bundling can obscure a corporation’s
involvement in a ballot measure campaign.

Historical Information: Voters and researchers use historical donor data from prior elections to identify trends in ballot funding, and to recognize and
track active donors over time. Ballot advocates may refer to historical donor data to identify potential financial supporters. Although most disclosure
sites offer some initiative campaign finance information from previous elections, very few offer comprehensive, searchable historical databases or
additional analysis and charts. Most states simply lack the resources to enter and post historical data, particularly donor information filed prior to the
creation of their on line disclosure programs. Most disclosure agencies do not post donor information from elections prior to 1998. 

Summary Information: Summary data helps voters and reporters quickly obtain the most important funding information about ballot measures by
providing a snapshot of an initiative’s financial activity. Most voters do not have time to dig through committee reports to identify major donors to
ballot measure campaigns. Unfortunately, most disclosure agencies do not post comprehensive summary donor data. Since most states do not
require that committees file cumulative reports, voters must add figures from a series of reports in order to generate contribution and expenditure
totals, top 10 contributors, average expenditures, or out-of-state contribution totals. Some states aggregate committee expenditure and contribution
totals, but only the Alaska, California, the District of Columbia, and Massachusetts disclosure agencies provide extensive summary information. 

Summary data that is not made available until after an election is of little use to voters. The District of Columbia is the only jurisdiction that posts
summary data prior to Election Day. Virtually every state needs to drastically improve the availability and quality of key summary figures. 
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Voter Access

Timeliness: Delayed access to donor data severely hampers voters’ ability to make informed decisions about ballot
questions. Voters must have access to complete donor data—within days of filing deadlines—throughout the election

cycle and prior to Election Day. Several variables affect the timeliness of donor disclosure: campaign finance reporting
schedule, filing method, disclosure agency staff size, and initiative volume. While most states post donor data within

two days, a handful of states may take several weeks or more to post data. Delays are generally due to budget or staff
constraints, or voluntary electronic or paper filing, which forces disclosure staff to manually key data into a database. 

Data Accessibility: In some states, voters may have difficulty simply finding the disclosure website and database within
it. The link to the disclosure agency’s site may be difficult to find or poorly labeled. The site may not reference ballot
measures anywhere and relevant search options, historical information, or the database itself may also be poorly labeled.
As of May 2002 the Maine disclosure agency failed to post a link from its homepage to its own disclosure database site
located at an entirely different web address. 

Downloadable Data: Voters and researchers should be able to download initiative donor data in a commonly recognized
format at no cost. Researchers use raw data to conduct comparative studies with other donor data and to manipulate the
data as they see fit. Most disclosure agencies do not allow voters to download initiative donor data. Disclosure agencies that
scan files cannot give voters the option to download and manipulate raw data—another shortcoming of scanned file sites.

Data Format

Ballot Committee/Ballot Number Link: Most disclosure agencies fail to link ballot committees to their respective ballot
initiatives, largely because it is not a typical filing requirement, as discussed above. This critical disconnect severely limits
the utility of donor data and may be the single most important and consistently neglected aspect of online initiative
disclosure. Candidate committee names like “Jane Doe for Congress” leave little room for confusion — clearly, that
committee supports Jane Doe’s candidacy. In the ballot measure arena, however, voters who are familiar with the ballot
initiative may not know what the related ballot committee is named. It may not be obvious, for example, that the
“Committee for Arizona’s Future” supports eliminating the state income tax.  Disclosure agencies expend significant
resources disclosing initiative donor data, yet when that data appears absent any context and voters are left to guess which
committees support or oppose which ballot measures, the value of that data is greatly diminished. Only California and
Washington provide a direct link between committees and ballot numbers as a permanent and obvious search feature in
their donor databases. Florida provides a link between the ballot title and sponsoring committee. Some disclosure
agencies provide a separate list of committees and the ballot numbers to which they are related, a less desirable solution. 

Querying Databases: A well-designed database allows voters and researchers to search data by a range of criteria
quickly and easily. The best databases allow voters to search by initiative designation (states usually assign a number
to each ballot measure though some use letters), employer, occupation, state, election year, contribution amount,
filing date, and several other criteria. These options give voters the greatest flexibility and access to donor data.
However, most donor databases only allow voters to search by committee or by filing date. These two options are

inadequate. If voters can only search by committee, they must know the names of relevant ballot committees to
conduct an effective search. Most voters are unfamiliar with ballot committee names (as discussed above), and
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particularly when there are many, undifferentiated committees, voters will have difficulty finding the data they
want. The results of a filing deadline search only cover a limited period, and voters still need to know the relevant
committee name to conduct the search. Voters may have to search for hours to obtain a complete picture of a ballot
committee’s financial activity.

Sorting Ability: Sorting enables voters to view retrieved data as they see fit. For example, voters may want to sort
contributors by state to identify out-of-state donors, or by contribution amount to pinpoint the top donors to a ballot
campaign. Sorting by amount is perhaps the most important sort option, as most voters are likely to be interested in
viewing major contributions and expenditures. Without this option, voters must dig through pages of files to find major
donors. Many donor databases do not include sorting options and disclosure agencies that post scanned data cannot
provide a sort option at all—one of the many limitations of “scanned files.”

Ballot Committee Identification: Many disclosure agencies do not physically separate different committee types (e.g.
PACs, candidate committees, political party committees, ballot committees, etc.), complicating any search for a particular
ballot committee. Voters may have a difficult time conducting ballot measure finance research in states in which there are
many committees, or where voters may only search by committee name. Ohio and Oregon, for example, list thousands of
PACs, and do not clearly differentiate those that are involved in ballot measure campaigns. Voters must open individual
committee files to determine committee type.

The problem is compounded when states make no meaningful legal distinction between ballot committees and other
committee types. If any committee type can campaign directly for or against an initiative, voters tracking ballot spending may
not know where to conduct their research or when their research is complete. 

In states that allow standing PACs and other committee types to make contributions to a ballot committee, voters must
conduct two waves of research: one to identify principle donors to the ballot question committee and another to investigate
the donors to political committees that have themselves made contributions to the ballot question committee. 

Disclosure agencies also tend to keep dormant committees on their ballot committee lists forcing voters to wade through
pages of empty reports to locate active committees. Overall, disclosure agencies that fail to properly organize ballot
measure donor data are effectively limiting voters’ access to information.

Database Navigation: Voters should be able to obtain donor data easily, from an intuitive website that requires minimal
searching and clicking. Many disclosure sites fail this simple web navigation test. Donor information may be scattered
about the site, difficult to locate, or require too many mouse clicks to access. As of June 2002, Colorado’s disclosure
database had good sorting options but it was not immediately obvious that they existed because the feature was not
clearly identified or labeled. 
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Many of the disclosure agency staff we surveyed were in the midst of reform, updating online databases, improving disclosure features, or
modernizing their websites. As a result, the State Analysis merely provide a snapshot of online initiative donor disclosure in the 24 states with the
ballot measure process. The individual state summaries and rankings are intended to assist disclosure agencies and reform organizations identify the
challenges to complete, transparent online ballot measure donor disclosure in their state. An explanation of the criteria by which states are evaluated
and a glossary of terms can be found in Appendices A and B. 

BISC Foundation recognizes that many of the recommendations listed below are dependent on legislature-enacted policy and can only be implemented
with adequate funds and staff. Still, most state disclosure agencies can improve the overall quality of initiative donor disclosure by implementing a
handful of website format changes or adding critical missing features to their donor databases. 

Four of the 24 states with the initiative process — Arkansas, Montana, Oklahoma, and Wyoming — do not post any initiative donor data online at all.

ALASKA

The Alaska Public Offices Commission (APOC) website has great potential to be a model disclosure resource, with some of the best
historical and summary information, a strong database and good search options. However, the current electronic filing system is
“nearing its limits,” and the development of a new, web-based system — and the general quality of disclosure in Alaska — may be
jeopardized by budget cuts. 

Challenges:
* Accessing the donor data is tedious, requiring many mouse clicks over many separate pages to access the desired data.

* There is no permanent feature or search option for linking ballot committees to their respective issue (although committee summary data and third party
expenditures are organized by issue).

* There are no sorting options.
* Ballot committees are not separated from other political committees (although APOC maintains a separate list of ballot committees from 2000). 

STATE-BY-STATE ANALYSIS
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* Although PACs involved in ballot campaigns are labeled as “Ballot Measure
Groups,” PACs are also involved in candidate campaigns.

* Contributions over $250 made in the last nine days of the cycle must be
reported within 24 hours, but that data is not disclosed online until after the
election.

* Committees can “disband” and rename to avoid reporting signature gathering
phase contributions. 

* The electronic filing program is optional; most committees do not participate.

* There is a large gap in the filing schedule, from February 15 to 30 days prior
to the election.

ARIZONA

Arizona’s Division of Elections boasts some of the best
historical data, mandatory electronic filing, and a strong
database. The Secretary of State recently mandated the
distribution of election pamphlets (available in Spanish)
to all Arizona residents. The names of the top four donors

to ballot measure campaigns must be included on all campaign
materials. 

Challenges:
* There is no permanent feature or search option for linking ballot committees to

their respective issue (although historical data is organized by ballot number).
Ballot committees are not required to disclose the issue they support or
oppose on any of their reports.

* The only search option is a committee search; there are no sort options.

* There is no summary data.

* Some of the historical data (“ Contributions of $10,000+”) is separate from
the main database and difficult to find.

* Donor data does not include contributor’s address.

* There are large gaps in the filing schedule from January 31 to June 30, and
from August 29 to October 10.

ARKANSAS

The Arkansas Ethics Commission does not post ballot
initiative donor data online. The Commission does post
scanned files for candidate committees, but ballot
initiative data — back to 1992 — can only be viewed in
the paper files, which are organized by committee

name, in the Ethics Commission offices. There are no summary figures
available. Committees are required to file monthly after registering,
again seven days prior to elections, and 30 days afterwards. Arkansas
should begin to disclose ballot initiative donor data on-line.

CALIFORNIA

The Cal-Access site, a service of the California
Secretary of State’s Political Reform Division is an
excellent ballot initiative donor disclosure resource. The
donor database has multiple search and sort options
and the raw data can be downloaded. Ballot
committees are organized by initiative, there is

excellent summary and historical data; and electronic filing is mandatory
for committees raising over $50,000 (this threshold may be lowered to
$10,000, although it is unlikely that an initiative could get off the
ground in California for less than $50,000). Cal-Access is planning to
provide a free online filing program by January 2003.

Challenges:
* Summary data is difficult to find, separate from the main database under

“Political Reform Page”

* Though voters can search donor data by initiative and sort by multiple criteria,
search options for ballot measure data could be expanded.

* There is a large gap in the filing schedule for the general election, from the
January 31 year-end report to October 5 (the primary election filing schedule
is slightly better).

17

C
75%

I

A
96%



COLORADO

The Colorado Secretary of State’s Election Center
recently launched a new online disclosure database and
Colorado has some of the best filing requirements in the
country. Ballot committees file regularly throughout the
year and five times in September and October. Voters

can request copies of the database on a CD or download campaign
finance reports. Electronic filing was made optional in 2000, but there
do not appear to be any plans to make it mandatory. The absence of
electronic filing hurts what is otherwise an excellent disclosure program.

Challenges:
* Once initiatives qualify, the Election Center lists committees by issue, but

there is no permanent feature or search option that links ballot committees to
their respective initiative(s). 

* The only way to search is by committee, and voters must know the name or
partial name of the committee they are searching to conduct an 
effective search.

* The link for viewing scanned files is difficult to find and voters may not realize
that they may have to refer to the database and the scanned files to obtain
complete committee data. The link for the disclosure database is 
somewhat unclear.

* The data sorting options are decent, but they are not labeled and it is not
immediately obvious that they exist.

* Historical data is only available in unsorted downloadable Excel files that are
difficult to use since contributions are designated by committee ID number,
not by initiative number or committee name. The state does not make
summary figures available.

* Issue committees are not the only committee type that can be involved
directly in an initiative campaign.

* Since electronic filing is optional, many committees do not appear in the
database until their data has been entered manually (which may take 
two-four weeks).

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

The District of Columbia’s Office of Campaign Finance has a relatively
new on-line disclosure program and donor information, posted in PDF
files, only dates back to 2000. The office has recently added an
excellent data summary feature for candidate committees and plans to
provide summary data for ballot committees. 

Challenges:
* There is no permanent feature or search option for linking ballot committees to

their respective issue.

* Donor data does not include contributor’s address.

* There is no way to search or sort committees, other than by filing date.
Initiative donor data is difficult to isolate because all reports from a wide
range of committees are posted one after another in lengthy scanned files
without any clear separation between committee types. 

* There is no historical data for initiative committees.

* Ballot committees are not the only committee type that can be involved
directly in an initiative campaign.

* There are no immediate plans for an electronic filing program.

* The only set filing dates prior to the elections are four months, two months,
and eight days prior.

FLORIDA 

The state’s Division of Elections does an admirable job
with limited resources. Their database has excellent
search and sort options, raw data can be downloaded,
and the filing requirements are very good. The
disclosure agency maintains a list of ballot initiatives

and their respective sponsors. The agency also maintains a separate
“committees” database that allows voters to search by issue (e.g.
animal protection, banking, civil rights, etc.). The Florida legislature
recently passed legislation that improves filing requirements for political
committees. 
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Challenges:
* Ballot committees are linked to initiatives in a separate “committees”

database, but it is not immediately clear that the link is a searchable
database. 

* The “committees” database allows voters to search by issue, but a general
committee search yields a lengthy list of committees that are not sorted 
by type. 

* Summary data could be expanded (although a sorting option allows voters to
view ballot committee contribution totals).

* There is no mention of ballot initiatives or which groups (PACs) are involved in
ballot initiatives in the campaign finance database. 

* Third party expenditures are not yet disclosed online.

* Although electronic filing is technically mandatory, committees are exempt if
they claim to be “unable” to comply — and most do.

* Since most committees do not file electronically, the disclosure agency is hard
pressed to key large volumes of committee reports within a few weeks of the
filing deadlines; this severely limits the utility of an otherwise 
excellent database.

* Although the state has improved ballot committee filing requirements,
corporations and other businesses do not have to register or file as a
committee if they do not solicit outside funds to support or oppose a 
ballot measure.

IDAHO

Although Idaho has relatively little ballot activity, the
state’s Election Division provides a solid disclosure
resource with limited staff and a simple but effective
website. The database has multiple search options
(including a “View summary figures” link), and voters can
download raw data in an Excel sheet. Users are made

aware of upcoming reporting deadlines and other key campaign finance
updates on the agency’s website. The legislature may add additional
reporting deadlines to the filing schedule.

Challenges:
* There is no permanent feature or search option for linking ballot committees to

their respective issue. Ballot committees (“measure groups”) are not required
to disclose a purpose or issue in their files.

* The summary data could be expanded (committee totals and overall ballot
measure spending figures are posted).

* There are no sorting options.

* Third party expenditures are reported five days before an election and 30 days
after, which delays full disclosure until after Election Day.

* Although reports are scanned immediately and the data is manually entered in
the database within two weeks, an electronic filing system would simplify and
improve disclosure.

* There is a large gap in the filing schedule, from July 30 to October 10.

ILLINOIS

The Illinois initiative process is limited to constitutional
amendments and “advisory” (non-binding) measures. As a
result, advocacy groups tend not to use the process. The
last constitutional amendment passed by initiative was in
1980; the last advisory measure was in 1978 (it passed,
but was ignored by the legislature). Committees that raise

less than $25,000 (in a six month period) are not required to file
electronically and the state only posts aggregate data from these
committees. Since few ballot committees raise more than $25,000,
donor data is usually limited to committee totals. Donor data that is
posted is well presented and easy to search. Though the Illinois initiative
process is advisory only, other states would do well to disclose ballot
measure donor information as well as the Illinois State Board of
Elections.

Challenges:
* There is no permanent feature or search option for linking ballot committees to

their respective issue. 
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* Since few ballot committees exceed the $25,000 electronic filing threshold,
the state posts very little ballot committee donor data.

* There is large gap in the filing schedule, from July 31 to October 21.

MAINE

The Maine Commission on Governmental Ethics and
Election Practices has a new database but may not
have the resources to post complete data online prior to
the election. The disclosure agency hired temps to enter
data for the April 10 deadline but as of June 1 it was

uncertain how much data had been posted. The director does not know
how long it will take to enter data or whether there will be sufficient
funds to enter additional data later in the cycle. The commission is
clearly understaffed and there is no relief in sight. Despite Maine’s
strong ballot initiative tradition, weak disclosure legislation and
inadequate resources have paralyzed Maine’s disclosure program.

Challenges:
* As of June 1, the Ethics Commission had not provided a link to its own donor

database; the Commission’s site is separated from the Secretary of State’s
page by three vague links; and there is no clear distinction between the Ethics
Commission and the Elections Division.

* There is no permanent feature or search option for linking ballot committees to
their respective issue. 

* There is no historical or summary data posted on-line.

* Search options are limited; there are no sort options.

* It is not obvious that PACs are the committee type most often involved in
ballot initiatives — although any committee types may sponsor a ballot
measure. The lack of distinction between committee types is confusing. A
ballot PAC’s “purpose” may also be vague or misleading.

* Few committees participate in the voluntary electronic filing program; a
mandatory system would alleviate many of the problems listed above.

* out-of-state committees submit reports according to the filing requirements of
their home state.

* There is a large gap in the filing schedule, from July 23 to October 10.

MASSACHUSETTS

The Massachusetts Office of Campaign and Political
Finance has one of the best websites for ballot
initiative disclosure in the country. The database is
well designed with extensive search options, summary
information and reports, and raw data that can be

downloaded. A newly re-designed web interface streamlines donor
research. Massachusetts’s disclosure law requires that committee
names reflect the economic or ideological interests of a majority of its
contributors. This will be the first year of mandatory electronic filing for
committees raising more than $25,000.

Challenges:
* OCPF maintains a separate list of ballot committees, but users must copy

committee names or ID numbers and insert them into the donor database to
retrieve committee data.

* On the “View Reports by Committee” page, active and inactive committees
are lumped together.

* The state maintains good historical summary data but does not have a
historical donor database. 

* The site links and donor data could be more clearly labeled and well organized.

* Third party expenditures are not disclosed online.

* There is a large gap in the filing schedule, from the year-end January 21 report
to September 6 and another gap from October 21 to November 5. The state
does not require immediate disclosure of large contributions made late in the
election cycle.
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MICHIGAN

Most of the donor data posted by the Michigan Bureau
of Elections is displayed in scanned files. The few ballot
committees that opt to file electronically appear in a
well-organized database with excellent search and sort
options.  However, most committees will probably

continue to file on paper and will not appear in the database until
December 31, 2004, when electronic filing becomes mandatory.  

Challenges:
* There is no permanent feature or search option for linking ballot committees to

their respective issue. Although some committees specify their purpose on
their statement of organization, it is not required.

* Although ballot question committees are clearly designated, other committee
types may become directly involved in ballot measure campaigns.

* Scanned file search criteria are limited to committee name and committee
type only and there is no way to organize or separate committees by election
year or issue. 

* Voters may not realize that they must refer to the database and the scanned
files to obtain complete committee data.

* There is no summary information and historical data is not separated from
current data.

* There are substantial gaps in Michigan’s filing schedule (there are only two
filing deadlines prior to the election).

MISSISSIPPI

Ballot initiatives were discontinued in the state of
Mississippi from 1922 until 1993. Since the process
was reinstated, only two initiatives have qualified for the
ballot. The website is difficult to evaluate since there
has not been very much donor data to disclose and

there are few references to ballot initiative campaign finance data.
Nonetheless, the state has improved its filing requirements and the
Elections Division is developing an electronic filing system, which may
be launched on a voluntary basis next year. 

Challenges:
* The (mostly candidate) data consists of scanned files only. 

* The time it takes to post data online — currently up to one week — would be
greatly reduced by a mandatory filing system.

* There is no permanent feature or search option for linking ballot committees to
their respective issue. 

* There is no summary data.

* Voters may only search by filing date and committee.

* PACs are involved in ballot campaigns but may also contribute to non-ballot
campaigns.   

* There is a nine-day “grace period” for late filers, which essentially nullifies the
seven day reqiurement prior to election deadline. 

* There are large gaps in the filing schedule, from (ten days after) June 30 to
Sept.30, and then not until seven days prior.

MISSOURI

Missouri’s Ethics Commission recently launched a new
disclosure database and the state is implementing
voluntary electronic filing in 2002. Since electronically
filed data appears in the database and the rest is
scanned, any assessment of the disclosure site has to

take into account the quality of both the database and the inherently
weaker scanned files system. Nonetheless, Missouri is making
substantial improvements in its disclosure program. Requiring mandatory
electronic filing would be the next logical step.

Challenges:
* Viewing data in scanned files is slow and awkward; scanned files appear

sideways on the screen and the data is sometimes illegible.

* There is currently no permanent feature or search option for linking
committees to their respective issue, although the Elections Commission

21

F
52%

F
39%

F
57%



expressed an intention to post a list of committees by issue once 
initiatives qualify.

* There are no files available for years prior to 2001, and very little 
summary data.

* In the database voters can search committee type or committee name, but
there are no other significant search options and no sorting options.

* There is no mention of ballot initiatives or of the fact that campaign
committees and continuing committees are involved in initiatives. Any
committee can give directly to an initiative campaign and there is no
meaningful distinction for an “initiative committee.”

* There is no clear link from the Secretary of State’s page; the link for scanned
files is not as clearly labeled as the link for electronic filings, voters might not
be aware of the need to search both to find all committees.

* Out-of-State committees are only required to disclose donor data of Missouri
residents; out-of-state contributors’ information is not disclosed.

* There is no filing deadline in September.

MONTANA

Montana does not post ballot initiative donor data on-
line. Though the state has a decent filing schedule, The
Commissioner of Political Practices Office does not
provide complete campaign finance information to the

public in any form until weeks or months after filing deadlines. Montana
voters generally consider several ballot measures per election and
deserve to know who is funding those efforts. Montana needs better
disclosure legislation and the CPP needs more financial resources if it is
to provide on-line disclosure to the public.

NEBRASKA

The Nebraska Accountability and Disclosure Commission
website has some helpful features including search
options for individual and non-individual contributors.
The Commission plans to improve the site shortly and is

currently testing an electronic filing system that it hopes to implement
prior to the 2004 election. The Commission could significantly improve
the disclosure site with some key format changes.

Challenges:
* There is no permanent feature or search option for linking ballot committees to

their respective issue. 

* No summary data is posted online (the Division publishes a booklet with
summary figures; proceeds from sales of the booklet support the Division).

* The only way to search is by committee name and if voters do not know the
name, a general search produces too many listings; there are no sort options. 

* There is no separation of ballot committees and candidate committees, which
makes searching even more difficult. Furthermore, ballot committees are not
the only groups that can support or oppose an initiative.

* There is no clear link from the Secretary of State’s website to the
Commission’s site; the site links and donor data could be more clearly labeled
and well organized.

* There is a large gap in the filing schedule, from June 24 to October 7.

NEVADA

The Nevada Elections Division is currently running a
pilot program for an electronic filing system, but it only
applies to non-ballot PACs and candidate committees.
Recent efforts to improve the state’s meager filing

requirements were unsuccessful. Though ballot committees are
supposed to file regular reports, they are not legally required to register
with the Nevada Division of Elections. 

Challenges:
* The disclosure site has scanned files only.

* There is no permanent feature or search option for linking ballot committees to
their respective issue. It is not required that committees disclose their issue
or purpose when they file.
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* There is no summary data.

* There is no way to search other than by committee and by third 
party expenditure.

* Committees are listed with no available disclosure data.

* Ballot advocacy groups are not limited to initiative campaigns and PACs may
become directly involved in ballot measure campaigns; in this respect, there is
little distinction between committee types.

* Ballot committees do not have to register with the Elections Division.

* Aug 27 and Oct 29 are the only filing dates prior to the election and there is
no requirement for prompt disclosure of contributions made late in the cycle.

NORTH DAKOTA

The North Dakota Elections Division is planning to
revamp its site before the 2002 November elections;
plans include a searchable database with sorting
options. The current site is well designed and easy to

use. If promised upgrades are completed, North Dakota will have one of
the best initiative donor disclosure mechanisms in the country, a
commendable achievement for a state that generally sees few 
ballot measures. 

Challenges:
* There is currently no permanent feature or search option for linking ballot

committees to their respective issue.

* There are no sorting options.

* There is no summary data.

* Disclosure time will improve when mandatory electronic filing is implemented;
currently electronic filing is optional and data is posted “as fast as [Division
staff member] Lee Anne can type.”

* Third party expenditures are not disclosed online.

* There is no penalty for failing to file; as of April, Division staff were still
waiting for January reports to arrive.

* There are only three reporting dates, January 31, May 30, October 24
(although contributions over $500 made within 20 days of the election must
be reported within 48 hours).

OHIO

Ohio Election Services has a disclosure site with a large
database, good search and sort features, and great
potential. Ohio is one of few ballot initiative states in
which electronic filing is mandatory and raw data can

be downloaded from the database. Despite these strengths, there are no
clear references to ballot committees or initiatives on the site and any
ballot measure donor data is buried in a lengthy list of PACs. If voters do
not know the specific name of the ballot committee they’re seeking,
they’ll likely have a difficult time finding any ballot measure donor data. 

Challenges:
* It is not immediately obvious that ballot measure data is even posted online

(the groups are found under “PAC”).

* There is no permanent feature or search option for linking ballot committees to
their respective issue.

* The few existing ballot committees are not separated from the thousands of
other committees 

* Voters must know specific committee names to conduct an effective search.

* There is no summary or separate historical data (old files can only be
accessed once a specific committee has been selected).

* Oftentimes committee data is incomplete or unavailable (Election Services
outsources data entry).

* Third party expenditures are not disclosed on-line.

* The only filing deadlines between the year end report and the November
elections are April 25, June 14 and October 24; there is no requirement for
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prompt disclosure of contributions made late in the cycle.

OKLAHOMA

Oklahoma’s Ethics Commission does not post ballot
initiative donor data online, unless it is filed
electronically. When electronic filing was mandatory for
a brief period from 1998 to 1999, disclosure data was

automatically posted online. Software difficulties compelled the
legislature to make the program voluntary. Since then, very few groups
have opted to file electronically. Since reports that are not submitted
electronically are not posted, very few are disclosed on-line. 

If data were manually keyed, or electronic filing became mandatory
again, voters could search by PAC filings, contributions, expenditures,
and late contributions. Ballot committees are not organized by issue, or
separated from candidate committees and other committee types.
Unfortunately, the Ethics Commission has larger issues it still needs to
address. Hopefully Oklahoma’s legislature will reinstate the mandatory
electronic filing requirement and online disclosure program very soon.

OREGON

The Oregon Elections Division provides good disclosure
resources offline. Data is available in booklet form for a
nominal fee, and the Division will mail information to
voters on request, but only ballot committee summary

figures are posted online. The electronic filing program becomes
mandatory in 2004 (currently groups can apply for a “waiver” and most
of them do). Electronic filing would enable the Division to post complete
donor data on-line. The Oregon legislature recently passed a law that
increases reporting requirements during the signature-gathering phase of
an initiative campaign. 

Challenges: 
* The Division only posts summary figures for ballot committees; individual donor

data is not available online. 

* There is no search option for linking ballot committees to their related
initiative(s).

* The only way to search is by committee name; a general search produces over
2,000 results.

* There is no separation of candidate committees and ballot committees; voters
must open individual committee files to determine their purpose and type.

* The Division takes up to 10 days to manually enter and post the summary
figures (most mandatory electronic filing systems enter complete data quickly
and automatically). That means that data from the October 24 deadline might
not be posted until a day or two before the election.

* Third party expenditures are not disclosed online.

* out-of-state groups are not required to disclose donor data unless they spend
more than two thirds of their total funds in Oregon; large, wealthy groups
could have considerable influence and be exempt from disclosing finance
information.

SOUTH DAKOTA

The South Dakota Elections Division only posts
disclosure data in scanned file format. The Division has
a brand new website that is fairly well organized, ballot
committees are clearly distinguished from other

committees, and there are some basic summary figures from past
elections. South Dakota is improving its disclosure program; the next
logical step would be to introduce an electronic filing program and
disclosure database and to enhance the range of summary figures that
are available to voters.

Challenges:
* Data is available in scanned files only.

* There is no permanent feature or search option for linking ballot committees to
their respective initiative. 

* The only way to search is by committee name.

* The historical and summary data is limited to group totals.
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* Signature gathering contributions and expenditures do not have to be reported
unless there is money left over.

* There is a large gap in the filing schedule, from July 1 to seven days prior to
the election.

UTAH

Utah’s online disclosure program faces serious
challenges. The Elections Office is hoping to post
complete donor data for the first time in a brand new
database, which is well designed and easy to use, with
good search and sort options. Unfortunately, due to

limited resources the Office will probably not be able to post complete
data prior to the election (as of June 1, Elections Office staff had still
not entered the January 5 ballot committee filings into the database).
Although the Elections Office has recommended mandatory electronic
filing, the legislature has yet to respond.

Challenges:
* Without mandatory electronic filing, prompt disclosure is unlikely. 

* There is no permanent feature or search option for linking ballot committees to
their respective issue. 

* Voters can only search by committee 

* The link to the database (“Utah Reporting System”) does not look like a link.

* Historical and summary data is limited to committee totals.

* Utah requires out-of-state committees to file according to their home state’s
reporting requirements.

* There is a large gap in the filing schedule, from January 5 to September 15.

WASHINGTON

Two years ago, Washington’s Public Disclosure
Commission finally succeeded in convincing the
legislature to appropriate enough funds for an electronic
disclosure system and database. Today, Washington has
a model disclosure program and the Commission is

working to make it even better. There is a new mandatory electronic
filing requirement for groups raising more than $25,000; the threshold
will be lowered to $10,000 in 2004. Voters can select a ballot initiative
from a scroll down bar to view committees organized for and/or against
that initiative. Voters can also search and/or sort by state, city, zip
code, name, employer, occupation, amount, date, and year; the raw data
can be downloaded. The filing requirements are rigorous; particularly
noteworthy is the restriction on contributions of more than $5000 within
21 days of the election. Washington may have the single best overall
disclosure program of any state in the country.

Challenges:
* There is a limited amount of historical and summary data.

* The Secretary of State does not provide a clear link to the PDC site.

WYOMING

The Wyoming Elections Division does not post ballot
initiative donor data online. Offline data is complete,
organized by issue and available the day after filing, but
the filing requirements in Wyoming are the worst in the

country. Voters cannot view any ballot measure finance information until
well after an election because there are no reporting deadlines from
early Spring (the Spring deadline varies according to the legislative
calendar) until the end of December. Late filers receive a $25 fine and
there are no restrictions on anonymous contributions. Although the
Elections Division may post scanned files by 2004, the current filing
requirements undermine any notion of meaningful disclosure, in 
any form.
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It should be just as easy for the average voter to identify the leading contributors to a statewide ballot measure as it is to find a weather forecast
online. Sadly, few state governments dedicate significant resources toward improving online initiative donor disclosure. Yet, improving initiative donor
disclosure is an affordable investment in democracy. States can actually save money in the long run by implementing electronic filing — a critical
component of timely, accurate disclosure — because costs associated with data entry, file maintenance, paper storage, auditing, and staff time will
be greatly reduced.3 Furthermore, disclosing money in ballot campaigns will soon become even more critical as former federal “soft-money” donors,
restricted in their ability to contribute to the political party apparatus by the recently enacted Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002 (BCRA), seek
new paths to influence public policy. Ballot initiatives, already an emerging battleground for some of the most significant public policy battles of this
era, may become an even more popular and powerful electoral tool. Tracking and disclosing the money behind the measures is more important than
ever before. 

BISC Foundation’s model disclosure guidelines can assist disclosure agency staff, reformers, and forward-thinking legislators as they work together
to improve donor disclosure practices in the 24 ballot measure states. While some recommendations require statutory changes and additional funding
for disclosure agencies, many involve relatively minor changes in the way donor data is presented or organized. The model guidelines are based on
existing disclosure requirements and practices and distilled from conversations with state-based reform organizations, campaign finance researchers,
and disclosure agency staff. Guidelines are separated into two sections: data gathering and data disclosure. 

THE SOLUTION: Model Disclosure Guidelines
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Donor Data Gathering Guidelines

What guidelines should states use for gathering donor data?
The old computer programming adage “garbage in, garbage out” largely informed BISC Foundation’s evaluation of
initiative donor data input requirements. In order for disclosure agencies to effectively educate voters about money
in ballot measure campaigns, ballot committees must submit complete, clear, and meaningful donor data periodically
throughout the year and with increasing frequency as Election Day approaches. Campaign disclosure data is after all,
public information and should be made available to voters. With this in mind, BISC Foundation supports the following
recommendations:

IMPROVE FORMAT
* All ballot measure states should require electronic filing for all statewide ballot committees. Some initiative

states have an electronic filing threshold (e.g. committees raising less than $10,000 do not have to file electronically),
which can help direct disclosure agency resources to viable ballot committees. 

* Filing schedules should require frequent and consistent reporting. Filing deadlines need not be identical across
state lines (though that would be ideal from a research perspective) but should adhere to the following rough schedule:

• At least every other month through the spring and summer
• Two or more deadlines in both September and October 
• One post election or year-end report
• States that do not require prompt disclosure of large donations made late in the election cycle (see below)

should add filing deadlines at 14 and seven days prior to the election.

IMPROVE WHAT INFORMATION IS REQUIRED

* States should require committees that receive large contributions immediately before the election to disclose
them online shortly after they are received. This policy sheds light on last minute, large contributions and donors
trying to fly below the political radar screen. Committees that receive cumulative contributions or make expenditures
over $500 in the 14 days prior to the election should be disclosed on-line within 48 hours. Once a mandatory
electronic filing system is firmly in place, states can more easily adopt this requirement.

* States should require ballot committees to file disclosure reports during the critical signature-gathering
phase of an initiative campaign. The Oregon legislature recently added additional filing deadlines that
effectively capture contributions made during that state’s unusually lengthy signature-gathering phase. Though
signature gathering periods vary across state lines, states should require that committees file disclosure
reports at least twice during the signature gathering phase, once half way through the process and once at
the end.
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* Ballot committees should be required to clearly indicate which
ballot measure they are organized to support or oppose. Though
an initiative is not assigned a ballot number (or letter) until after
qualification, each initiative qualification drive should be assigned a
“qualification number” which committees should designate on their
pre-qualification financial reports. This way, every committee financing
a qualification drive—whether ultimately successful or not—is
identified with the measure it is supporting without imposing any
undue burden on the committees and the states. Assigning a number,
rather than a subject or brief description, is simpler and leaves little
room for confusion. Ideally, the state would assign ballot proposals one
number that would identify the measure during the signature-gathering
phase (pre-qualification), the campaign phase (post-qualification) and
would appear next to the initiative on the ballot. This would: facilitate
campaign finance research, eliminate voter confusion and reduce the
chance of clerical errors, and allow ballot committees to produce
signs, literature, and other campaign material with their assigned
initiative number earlier in the election cycle.

Massachusetts requires that a ballot committee’s name reflects the
economic interests of its major contributors and/or the initiative itself.
In Arizona, ballot committees are required to disclose their top four
major funding sources (out-of-state donors must be disclosed as such)
on any committee literature or advertisement. Both states’
requirements are desirable.

When committees support more than one ballot measure, they should
be required to clearly indicate how their contributions are allocated
between recipient initiative campaigns.

* States should require that ballot committees report complete
donor data including: donor name, address (at least city and
state), occupation, employer, date contribution was made, and
amount of contribution. Committees should not be permitted to
accept a contribution without first securing all relevant disclosure
information from the donor. States should also require that committees
ask donors to distinguish between individual and organizational
contributions so the public knows whether personal or institutional
support is being lent to a ballot campaign. “Best effort” laws are
woefully abused by ballot measure committees and rarely enforced by
elections agencies after the election, leaving major gaps in disclosure. 

* States should require that ballot committees report all kinds of
contributions including: direct financial contributions, in-kind
contributions, and loans.

* Since, by definition, ballot committees are unaware of third party
expenditures made on behalf of their initiative, states should
require entities that make such expenditures, including 501 (c)
and “527” organizations, to register with the state and clearly
indicate the initiative number they are supporting or opposing.

STRENGTHEN COMMITTEE GUIDELINES

* States should limit participation in ballot measure campaigns to
ballot committees. In South Dakota, ballot committees are the only
type of committee that can participate directly in a ballot initiative. If
another committee type becomes involved in a ballot initiative, it must
register as a ballot committee. Restricting ballot initiative involvement
to ballot committees reduces the research burden for voters and helps
disclosure agencies more easily track and code contributions to 
ballot measures.

* States should define committees by how much money is raised. In
this era of wealthy individuals spending for and against initiatives,
defining a “committee” as two or more persons obscures true
disclosure. It is not uncommon for a wealthy individual to finance an
initiative’s entire qualification drive and/or campaign, and under most
state laws, this individual would be exempt from filing. California state
law defines a committee which must register and disclose its finances
as “any person or combination of persons who directly or indirectly
does any of the following: (a) Receives contributions totaling $1,000
or more in a calendar year; (b) Makes independent expenditures of
$1,000 or more in a calendar year; or (c) Makes contributions totaling
$10,000 or more in a calendar year to or at the behest of candidates
or committees.” [Gov’t Code Section 82013] This definition captures
for reporting purposes any entity playing a significant role in the
financing of initiative campaigns, while avoiding to capture small
contributions that could otherwise fall under the U.S. Supreme Court’s
McIntyre ruling.4
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* Out-of-state political committees that make contributions to a
ballot committee should be required to follow the reporting
schedule and disclosure laws of the recipient committee’s state.

INCREASE EMPOWERMENT AND FUNDING OF DISCLOSURE
AGENCIES

* State disclosure agencies should be empowered to enforce
reporting laws and levy fines. In order to ensure timely disclosure
and fairness, committees should follow a regular reporting schedule
and disclosure agencies should have the staff and resources to enforce
those requirements. The Federal Election Commission’s Administrative
Fine Program is a good model.

* States must adequately fund disclosure agencies. In order to
provide high quality online donor disclosure to the public, state
disclosure agencies must have the resources to hire qualified staff who
can properly manage donor data, maintain disclosure websites, and
pursue campaign finance violators. 

Donor Data Disclosure Guidelines

How should states make donor data available?

The following recommendations relate more directly to the disclosure
agency’s handling and distribution of initiative donor data. As such,
some of these recommendations require less legislative intervention and
a greater degree of disclosure staff resources and ingenuity.

MANDATE MORE TIMELY REPORTING

* Ballot initiative donor data should be posted online within 48
hours of filing deadlines (a goal met by all states that mandate
electronic filing).

* Clearly labeled summary data for all ballot committees should be
readily accessible prior to the election. Summary data provides
voters and journalists with a snapshot of ballot measure funding
information. Summary data should include totals by initiative and by
committee displayed in lists, charts, or graphs. Helpful donor summary
features include: recurring and major contributors, contribution and
expenditure totals, average contributions and expenditures,
contributors by economic interest and by donation amount.

IMPROVE QUALITY OF INFORMATION AND HOW IT IS
DISPLAYED

* The disclosure site should contain clear and intuitive internal
links. Voters should not have to search multiple databases to find
complete donor data for one ballot measure. Disclosure sites should be
as clear about what they do offer as what they do not. For example, if
donor data for a particular ballot measure has not been posted
because the sponsoring ballot committee failed to file a timely report
that should be clearly noted. The site should contain clear and concise
instructions to voters about what is required of ballot committees,
when reports will be made available and what they will contain, and
explicit instructions about how to use the agency’s donor database.

* Voters should be able to search for contribution information by
initiative number or letter. Linking ballot committees to specific
initiatives allows voters to search for campaign finance information by
initiative designation (e.g. Measure 2) rather than the often more
obscure committee name (e.g. Voters for Accountability). The
committee/initiative link should be a permanent feature in any donor
database that should be updated frequently as initiative proposals are
assigned numbers by the state, as new initiatives qualify for the ballot,
and as committees form and dissolve. 

* In states that allow other committee types such as PACs to give to
ballot committees, links to those committees’ disclosure reports
should be clearly provided. Voters should not have to conduct
multiple database searches to identify the top donors to a ballot
campaign. If one of the top 10 donors to a ballot committee is the
“America’s Future PAC,” the disclosure agency should provide a direct
link to the contributor information in their disclosure database.

* Disclosure agencies should physically separate ballot committees
from other committee types on their websites. Clearly separating
ballot committees from other committee types (e.g. candidate, party,
etc.) reduces voter confusion and facilitates initiative donor research.
Furthermore, inactive committees or those that have raised less than
$2,000 should be separated from more active committees. 
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* Voters should be able to search by election year, the initiative’s ballot number or letter, committee
name, contributor name, amount (range), address (city and state), occupation, and employer. The number
of available search options depends, of course, on whether the state requires ballot committees to gather this
much information. In states in which independent expenditures and late contributions play a role in ballot
campaigns, voters should also be able to conduct searches to ply that data. 

* Voters should be able to sort by contributor name, amount (range), address (city and state), occupation,
employer, and date of contribution.

* Disclosure agencies should make historical donor data for all ballot committees available in a searchable
database. Historical donor data facilitates longitudinal research and helps voters better understand ballot funding trends.
Depending on whether donor data is electronically filed or submitted on paper forms to a disclosure agency, historical
donor data from previous elections may be available in a searchable donor database or in a scanned format. Helpful
historical donor data features include: total campaign spending by year and by initiative; list of recurring initiative
contributors; and contributors by industry and by donation amount. 

* Voters and researchers should be able to download complete raw data from the state’s donor database in a
commonly recognized format (e.g. quote, comma delimited).

* The disclosure site should be easily accessible with unambiguous links from the Secretary of State’s homepage or
State homepage. 

* States should provide a “campaign advertisement website” for the storage and public access of campaign
advertisements for and against ballot measures. The Secretary of State should establish and maintain an on-line
disclosure network of any television, radio, or other electronically distributed campaign advertisement. A digital copy each
such broadcast advertisement should be provided to the public on the disclosure agency’s website within 24 hours of its
release on the airwaves. A digital copy of any essentially similar printed campaign advertisement should also be made
available. Committees or individuals that make third party or “independent expenditures” on behalf of any ballot measure
should also be required to submit digital copies of any advertisements.

* Disclosure websites should allow voters to sign up to receive e-mail notices when new ballot committee
disclosure reports are filed.
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BISC Foundation developed a ranking system to evaluate the many components of effective online initiative donor disclosure. States receive a
numerical score of 0-3 for each criteria depending on their performance. Every effort was made to maintain objectivity and internal consistence. The
overall score is based on points earned, divided by the maximum number of points that any state could earn (13 criteria x 3 points = 39), plus extra
credit. No state recorded a perfect score. Evaluation criteria are grouped into four categories: filing requirements, data quality, voter access, and
data format. 

Some criteria are closely related to others; a weak score in one criterion may affect scores in related criteria. For example, filing method affects a
range of criteria including the quality, timeliness, and accessibility of initiative donor data. 

In states where different committees file reports electronically or via paper, full credit is not awarded on a given criteria unless all committees meet
the standards of that criteria. For example, in order to earn full credit for “summary data,” states must post comprehensive summary information for
all committees, regardless of filing method.

Some states have implemented a monetary threshold under which donor data from minor committees is not posted online. Given the costs of
campaigning in these states, BISC Foundation found these thresholds acceptable and states were not penalized. 

Unless otherwise noted, state disclosure performance is based on current (2002) donor data.

APPENDIX A: Explanation Of Disclosure Criteria
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Ranking Criteria 
Filing Requirements

Must Ballot Committees File Reports Electronically?

3 = Mandatory electronic filing 

2 = Voluntary electronic filing (or mandatory electronic filing with broad loopholes that

exempt most groups from electronic filing

1 = No electronic filing

0 = N/A

Must Ballot Committees File Regular Reports? (Filing deadline criteria are based on a

November general election).  

3 = At least one filing in spring, summer, September, two in October, one post election

2 = Missing a key report from above list

1 = Multiple reports missing

0 = No reports from 60 days prior to the election until 10 days prior to the election

(usually September 1 to October 22)

Data Quality
Is Donor Data Posted On-Line For All Statewide Ballot Committees?

3 = All committee donor data posted

2 = Minor loopholes exist which may jeopardize complete disclosure

1 = Major loopholes exist which may jeopardize complete disclosure

0 = Disclosure agency does not post donor data, or cannot guarantee data will be posted

Is Donor Data Complete? Can voters find all relevant donor information in the state’s main

disclosure database or on images of scanned reports?

3 = State discloses name, contribution amount, address (city and state), employer,

occupation, and the date the donation was made

2 = State discloses name, amount and address

1 = State discloses name and amount only

0 = State discloses no individual donor data, or cannot guarantee that data will be posted

Is Historical Data Made Available? Does historical data include lists of major donors,

written analysis of current and past ballot measure campaign finance trends, charts or

graphs of summary figures from current and previous elections, as well as comprehensive,

searchable historical donor data? 

3 = Historical data in a searchable database, and written analysis, charts, or major donor

lists

2 = Historical data in a searchable database, or any of the above features

1 = Historical data in scanned files, or consisting of summary data or committee totals

only

0 = Incomplete historical data posted (nothing prior to 2000 election)

Is Separate, Summary Data Available? Can voters view lists of the top donors, average

contributions/expenditures, and total spending per initiative for past and current elections

(in addition to committee totals)?  Can voters retrieve all committee totals at once or

must they search individual committee files?  Are summary figures available prior to the

Election Day?

3 = Summary data (including lists, written reports or charts) posted prior to the election,

as it becomes available

2 = Summary figures posted after the election 

1 = Complete committee totals searchable  

0 = Incomplete summary data posted, or aggregate committee data only available within

individual committee files

Voter Access:  How Hard Is It For Voters To Get What They Want?
How Much Time Elapses Between Filing and Disclosure? How soon is data made available

on-line?

3 = Data posted in 48 hours or less

2 = Data posted in less than 1 week

1 = Data posted in 1-4 weeks

0 = Disclosure agency cannot guarantee that data will be posted within one month

Can Voters Easily Access and Download Raw Data (Data That Can Be Sorted and

Manipulated)?

3 = Raw data can be downloaded in universal format 

2 = Database cannot be downloaded

1 = Database does not contain all donor data (or scanned data not entered within 2

weeks)

0 = Scanned or summary data only, or disclosure agency cannot guarantee that data will

be posted on-line within one month

Can Voters Easily Locate the Disclosure Agency’s Website and Disclosure Database?

Scores were determined using a typical Internet search engine, noting the number of links

from secretary of state and state homepages to disclosure agency sites and judging the

location, size, and clarity of relevant critical links.

3 = Disclosure website, database (and relevant links) easy to locate

2 = Disclosure website and/or database somewhat difficult to locate

1 = Disclosure website and/or database too difficult to locate

0 = N/A



Website Format:  How Is the Data Presented?  
Are Ballot Committees Clearly Linked To Their Relevant Ballot Initiatives? Several state

disclosure agencies expressed an intention to organize ballot committees by initiative once

ballot measures begin to qualify.  However, states do not receive full credit unless the

ballot committee/ballot initiative link is a permanent feature in their donor database.

3 = Ballot committee/ballot initiative link is clear within the donor database 

2 = Ballot committee/ballot initiative link exists on a separate page

1 = Expressed intention to link committees to initiatives once they qualify

0 = No intention to link committees to initiatives

Can Voters Search and Sort Donor Data By Multiple Criteria? Can voters search donor

data by ballot initiative, contributor, committee, election year, address, and other useful

criteria?  

3 = Search by ballot initiative and additional search/sort criteria

2 = Search or sort by at least two significant criteria (contributor, committee, election

year, address, etc.) but not by ballot initiative

1 = Search by committee or filing date

0 = Committee name required for effective search, too many groups for general search

Are Ballot Committees Legally Distinguishable and Physically Separated From Other

Committees Types Such as PACs, Party or Candidate Committees? Are ballot committees

the only committee type permitted to campaign for or against ballot measures?  Are ballot

committees listed separately to reduce voter confusion? 

3 = Committee types clearly separated legally and physically on website

2 = Committee types partially separated on website

1 = No meaningful legal distinction between ballot committees, other committee types.

Voters may have to search various committee types to locate ballot measure donor

data 

0 = Committee types not separated on website

Must Voters Search Extensively, Or Search More Than One Database To Obtain Donor

Information?

3 = Excellent database, data well-organized and comprehensive

2 = Database organization fair; some database features difficult to find

1 = Database difficult to locate/view, or incomplete (or scanned data not entered within 2

weeks)

0 = Scanned or summary data only

Extra Credit
Can Voters Search Donor Data By State? 

Yes = 3

No = 0

Are Third-Party Contributions Made On Behalf Of Ballot Measures Reported and Posted

Online?

Yes = 3

No = 0

Is Immediate Filing/Online Disclosure Required For Large Contributions Made Late In the

Campaign Cycle? (For example, a contribution in excess of $500 made within ten days of

the election must be disclosed within 48 hours.)

Yes = 3

No = 0
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Ballot Committee – State disclosure agencies have different names for the political entities that raise and spend money on ballot measure
campaigns including ballot groups, ballot PACs, and political committees. To reduce confusion, the term “ballot committee” is used throughout this
report to refer to the committee type that is primarily or exclusively organized for ballot initiative campaigns. Some states make no meaningful
distinction between ballot and other committee types and, in these states, any committee may raise and spend money on behalf of a ballot measure. 

Ballot Initiative/Ballot Measure – States have different names for ballot initiatives, the process by which citizens gather signatures to place
proposals directly on a ballot for direct consideration by voters. Some states call them initiatives while others refer to them as propositions
(California), Questions (Massachusetts), or Measures (Oregon). The terms “initiative” and “measure” have been used interchangeably throughout
this report.

“Best Effort” Laws- Some states only require that committees make an effort to gather certain kinds of information about their contributors. In
Massachusetts, for example, if a ballot committee receives a contribution over $200, it must request the contributor’s employment information twice
in writing. If the donor does not comply with requests for that information, the committee may keep the contribution.

Filing Deadlines – Ballot committees are generally required to submit registration and campaign finance reports to disclosure agencies on a
predetermined filing schedule. The filing deadlines in this report refer to committees’ responsibilities to submit contribution and expenditure reports. 

Query Data – Query refers to a voter’s ability to search for a piece or set of data within a database. Ideally, voters should be able to query data
using a variety of search criteria.

Scanned Files – In states without electronic filing, campaign finance reports are generally scanned so that voters can view them on the Internet.
While scanned files do allow researchers to view copies of original committee reports, they do not allow users to sort data since they are merely
images of the submitted reports. “Adobe” brand “pdf” files of any variety share this limitation and are classified as scanned files.

APPENDIX B: Explanation Of Terms
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Sort Data – Sorting refers to a voter’s ability to organize retrieved data by various criteria and/or within certain parameters. For example, once a
data set is retrieved, voters may want to organize donor data by contribution amount in descending order, for donations between $500 and $1,000.

State Disclosure Agency – State agencies that are charged with gathering and disclosing initiative (and candidate) donor data have different names
(Public Disclosure Commission, Elections Division, Ethics Commission) and often operate under different government departments. Most fall within
the purview of the secretary of state’s office while others are more independent agencies. To reduce confusion, the term “state disclosure agency” is
used to describe the state office that discloses donor data to the public.

Summary Data – Summary data provides voters and researchers with a profile of an initiative or committee’s fiscal supporters. Good summary data
would include: average contribution; breakdown of individual vs. organizational support; and major donors. Many states aggregate contribution totals
from various committee reports. While these totals are helpful, they fall outside BISC Foundation’s definition of summary data.
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